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The Political Economy of Euro-African
Fishing Agreements

OKECHUKWU C. IHEDURU

Over the past two decades there have been a series of agreements between the
European Union (EU)' and several African coastal states granting access to the
latter’s pelagic fisheries resources to European fishermen. Proponents of these
agreements present them not only as an optimal strategy for the sustainable
management of these natural resources, but also as a means of transferring
technology and furthering the economic development of the African signatory
countries. Other studies, however, condemn these agreements as another
opportunity for exploitation and for fostering the continued dependence of
African countries on Europe. More specifically, the agreements allegedly have
had for Africa only negative results—namely, overfishing, undernourishment,
and undercompensation.?

Most of these scholarly debates on the merits or drawbacks of these agreements
for African states are now dated, and with the deepening economic crises in
Africa since the late 1970s and the growing crises in world fisheries, it is
important to reexamine the agreements in the light of Africa’s quest for alternative
development strategies in the less friendly post-Cold War period. In addition,
some of the agreements have been reworked and renewed, supposedly to respond
to many of the criticisms of the earlier pacts and to reflect current trends in the
development debate. A number of extant studies also tend to be country-specific,
or focused on one subregion of Africa.® More important, studies of the role of
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fisheries in the development process in Africa have been carried out mostly by
economists and biologists, who frequently avoid the “messy” political dimensions
of their subject. This paper seeks to fill some of these gaps by examining the
political and economic dimensions of these agreements so as to ascertain their
benefits and shortcomings in the light of the present “stage” or phase of Africa’s
economic and technological development and its place in the global order.

The central argument underlining this reexamination is that the political
economy of the Euro-African fishing agreements does not augur well for growth
and development in Africa, and it is especially not conducive to the sustainable
management of Africa’s marine resources. That is, the fishing agreements are
motivated by the convergence of Europe’s demand for fish and the profit-making
desires of European fishing companies, on one hand; and the desire by local
African political elites to respond to economic crisis and to use their control over
the industry for personal enrichment and political patronage (except in a few
countries), on the other.’ Even where the agreements would have contributed to
development, this political economy guarantees that any such benefits will not be
equitably distributed. This study will also seek to demonstrate that in those cases
where data are available (not counting the exceptions in note 4), the content and
implementation of the fishing agreements do not always measure up to their other
advertised goal of optimal management of the resources. Hence, one of the
objectives of the present study is to articulate alternative strategies (and/or
modified versions of existing ones) that could lead to sustainable management of
Africa’s fisheries.

The remainder of this article will explore the preceding assertions in the
following order. Section 1 examines the theoretical assumptions on which the
Euro-African fishing agreements are based. It also discusses their limitations,
which derive mainly from the interactions between economic dependency,
technological backwardness, and capital scarcity in African countries. Section 2
considers the historical, economic, and political backgrounds to the fishing
agreements, while section 3 examines the content of these agreements. In line
with the issues raised earlier, section 4 focuses in greater detail on an evaluation
of the implementation and implications of these agreements for the sustainable
development of Africa’s pelagic fisheries as well as for an economic development
that would benefit the majority of the people in the region. Section 5 suggests
several innovative ways to manage Africa’s fisheries resources to ensure their
sustainable exploitation, and section 6 completes the study with a summary and
some conclusions.

Euro-African Fishing Agreements in Theoretical Perspective

Current fishing agreements between the EU and Africa, and between developing
coastal states and distant-water fishing nations (DWFNs), in general trace their
origins to the mid-1960s, when newly independent countries began to assert their
rights over the natural resources within their borders that had hitherto been freely
accessible to the developed countries, most of whom were colonial powers. Up
to the late 1970s the political economy of global fisheries production and trade
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had been shaped by the four conventions codifying ocean law signed in Geneva
in 1958, particularly the Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living
Resources of the High Seas; by a large number of bilateral and multilateral
agreements; and by formal and informal actions and the accumulation of customary
practices of the traditional maritime nations. On attaining independence, these
new states helped transform the 1958 Convention to a point where virtually all
major coastal states unilaterally extended their jurisdictions over marine resources
out to 200 miles from their coastlines. They referred to these jurisdictions as
“exclusive economic zones” (EEZs). These unilateral actions were later
incorporated into the Third United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS III), which came into force in 1983. UNCLOS III enhanced the
juridical power and status of coastal states by giving them authority over the
fisheries resources in their EEZs, with other nations having a right to these stocks
only under special conditions. Most coastal states have since passed laws to
legalize these claims.®
Given the previous control of the international trade in fisheries products by
developed countries, most developing coastal states assumed that this new
dispensation would enable them to capture a large share of that lucrative trade and
to use the benefits to accelerate their economic development if they asserted
exclusive use rights over their pelagic fisheries. The declaration of EEZs and
extended fisheries jurisdictions (EFJs) by coastal states in the 1970s and 1980s
was also based on the assumption that such actions would result in the expansion
of their production possibilities in the industry. Some economists argued that
“with strengthened property rights in the ocean resources off its shores, a coastal
nation experiences increased opportunities to produce goods and services from
its newly enlarged pool of resources.”” Lee G. Anderson also suggested that
through more efficient use of resources which prior to the declaration of the EFJs
were characterized by open access (or “common property”) conditions, a coastal
state could now increase its production possibilities.®
These assumptions were apparently oblivious to the disadvantages that the
developing coastal states faced if they insisted on exclusive use rights over their
fisheries. Practical impediments such as an absence of resources, the low level of
previous regional cooperation (which UNCLOS III indeed recommends as a
strategy for effective enforcement of the new fisheries regimes), and the virtual
- lack of experience in industrial fishing in these countries (especially in Africa)
could hinder—and may already have hindered—the full realization by coastal
states of the anticipated benefits of EEZs and EFJs.® The euphoric reactions also
ignored the possibility that terms-of-trade effects could result in the expected
gains being converted into losses since most of the fish caught would be exported
to the industrialized countries, and fish as a commodity export would face the
same problems confronted by other commodity exports from developing countries.
Hence, George Kent warns:

It is an illusion to believe that [fishing] can be as rewarding to the less developed countries as it has
been to the developed countries. The poorer countries may gain control over the waters, and they may
even become engaged in the fishing and in some processing, but if they are to operate on the world
market, they will inescapably be dependent on the richer countries. The richer countries would be
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capable of squeezing the poorer countries in specific negotiations, and the general trend of inflation
would tend to make the earnings less and less valuable.'®

The paradox of juridical power without capability ignited a lot of debate about
the optimal strategy to manage these fisheries resources in the new political
environment. Advocates of the law of comparative advantage suggested that
countries that are better endowed with certain resources and that can produce
certain goods more efficiently should trade their goods for other items produced
more efficiently by other countries. This exchange would have a general welfare
effect. Some even suggested that the existing pattern of world trade in fishery
products was reasonable because although the fishery products tend to flow from
poor to rich, there is in return a flow of payments from rich to poor in the form
of access rents, technology transfers, enhanced capacity to efficiently manage
these resources, and so on.!

In Africa, the coastal countries were encouraged to grant access to DWFNs
having the capital, technology, and possibly labor to engage in more “efficient”
exploitation of these resources, and simply to use their rents from licenses to
attend to some of their most pressing developmental needs. Through the licensing
of DWFN fleets, it is contended, the developing coastal states would benefit from
fishing without actually doing the fishing themselves. According to one view, “if
costs of production, harvesting, and/or marketing are lower for the distant water
fleet(s) than for the coastal country, over some range of output, all participants
could gain if the coastal country ‘imported’ those services in which it has a
comparative disadvantage.”’? Richard S. Johnston and James R. Wilson further
argue that managerial services could be more effectively provided by foreign
nations than by the coastal state, especially if the visitor shared in the resulting
rent and thus had an incentive to manage the resource optimally.'*> As Stephen
Crutchfield asserts, owing to favorable endowments of capital and labor, mobility
(or malleability) of capital, preferred access to markets, and the like, foreign
fleets may offer decided advantages to coastal countries with new EEZs."

Many coastal states did not accept the comparative advantage theory because,
according to Kent, “the economic advantages which accrue to some nations are
only marginally due to their special endowments of natural resources. . . . The
really significant advantages which certain nations enjoy are their advantages in
capital and technology or, more generally, their wealth.”'> Also, the advantages
of capital and technology are not distributed haphazardly or in accordance with
natural endowments, but are themselves the effects of earlier patterns of advantage
and disadvantage. Moreover, there abounds a myriad of studies in the radical
literature that blames Africa’s disadvantaged condition on its colonial history.'¢
Having recently won their freedom, some of these African countries were not
willing to relinquish their marine resources to the operation of the law of
comparative advantage, which many increasingly associated with the perpetuation
of their dependent and neocolonial status.

This sensitivity to years of past and continuing exploitation precluded wholesale
acceptance of the comparative advantage thesis by African coastal states.!?
Consequently, many of them settled for a short-term solution, that is, the liberal
development strategy of “import-substitution” industrialization predicated on
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cooperation with, and technology transfers from, the traditional foreign fishing
nations. Rather than rely on economic rents from access to fisheries under the
comparative advantage regime, the developing coastal states entered into various
bilateral and multilateral cooperative arrangements ranging from fee fishing to
joint ventures as a means not only of obtaining rent but also of acquiring the
technology and the know-how to harness their fisheries to their own advantage in
the long run. According to Lewis E. Queirolo and Richard S. Johnston, this
ushered in “an era in which coastal countries [began to] compete for opportunities
to cooperate with distant water fleets in their own EEZs [and] distant water
nations [also began to] engage in rivalry for access to the new economic zone.”'?

These circumstances explain why, since the late 1970s, many developing
African coastal states began to trade their initial exclusive use-rights preferences
for various cooperative, bilateral, and multilateral arrangements to make up for
their deficiencies in technological, resource, and managerial capabilities. These
arrangements have also helped the DWFNs to regain at least partial access to the
fisheries they had lost in the frenzy of EEZ declarations in the early 1970s. By the
mid-1980s a consensus had emerged that some foreign participation may make
sound economic sense to the coastal country, even in the long term.' In Africa,
important foreign fishing nations included the former Soviet Union (now replaced
by Russia), South Korea, and the European Community (now EU).?° The relative
ease with which the DWFNs regained access to the EFJs has been as dramatic as
the vigor with which these jurisdictions were extended in the 1970s and 1980s,
suggesting that the euphoria generated was probably a wholly misplaced faith in
the extension of juridical power as a panacea for the developing countries’ marine
dependency. The greatest gains in EFJs, some have argued, still go to developed
countries, which, given their greater capacities, are able to draw more benefit
from each square mile of extended jurisdiction than the less-developed countries
that juridically own them.?!

The political economy of Euro-African fishing relations reflects these dynamics,
in addition to a number of specific external and domestic constraints that have
compelled African countries to enter into these agreements. First, there are tariff
and other artificial market entry barriers that prevent African entrepreneurs from
penetrating European markets.? Second, there is an array of nontariff barriers
that includes lack of knowledge of market and distribution outlets for fishery
products, lack of access to appropriate industrial fishing technology, lack of
familiarity with product promotion, and lack of investment capital. Within Africa
itself, low income and low demand for fishery products are major constraints to
large-scale development of the sector for the local market, although these factors
are equally major indicators of poverty and underdevelopment. Finally, economic
dependency, especially of Francophone African countries, has led to a high
proportion of the fish trade being accomplished through monetary transfers
between the CFA franc zone and metropolitan France, which has for more than
50 years constrained the economic independence of these countries.

Increased dependency on fishing rents and foreign fishing technology in
highly centralized state systems has also resulted in the politicization of access to
fishery resources. Licenses and financial compensation, for example, are often
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used to advance patrimonial state structures within some African coastal states.?
Today, Africa has achieved neither self-sufficiency in seafood production, nor
the generation of large revenues from access rents and licenses for its fisheries.
Ironically, Africans today import most of their fish from Europe and Asia, whose
fishing companies exploit and (mis)manage most of Africa’s pelagic fisheries
resources.? In the sections that follow, the extent to which these external and
domestic forces have conditioned the policy options available to African countries
in the fisheries sector are discussed.

Background to Euro-African Fishing Agreements

The decline in global fish production resulting from the introduction of new
technologies and overfishing forced most countries to view access to the world
fisheries as a zero-sum game, a situation that gave rise to marine fisheries
nationalism in the 1960s and early 1970s, especially among the industrial states.?
In Europe, the devastation of stocks exacerbated the EU fishing fleet’s gross
overcapacity problem by more than 40 percent, creating more competition.? This
was particularly true at the time when Spain and Portugal were yet to join the EU,
both countries having more access to African fisheries then other European
countries.?’ Largely unheeded calls were made for arevision of the EU’s fisheries
policy, which at the time even encouraged this type of marine nationalism.?
Rather than deal with this problem, the countries involved sought alternative
sources of fishery products. Thus, fishing agreements were negotiated between
the EU and the African, Caribbean, and Pacific (ACP) states as an important
component of the Lomé Convention on multilateral relations between these
countries.

Another motivation for these treaties for the EU was the perceived threat from
the former Soviet Union, whose vessels dominated the distant water fishing
fleets, particularly in West Africa in the 1970s and 1980s. This, however, must
be viewed as an extension of the East-West conflict, as a 1984 report by EU
Member of Parliament Oliver d’Ormesson (officially known as the “D’Ormesson
Report”) demonstrates. The report, among other things, identified several benefits
accruable to the EU from a coordinated West African policy:

First, the presence of the Soviet Union and its allies in the region could be partially balanced by
an increased EC role in West African fishery affairs. The Soviet Union is the major foreign fishing
nation in the region in terms of quantity of catch, while Romania, the German Democratic Republic,
and Poland rank third, fourth, and fifth, respectively. These countries have also concluded a number
of fishery agreements with West African nations.

The EC, on the other hand, harvests a relatively limited catch in the region, and only France ranks
among the top ten foreign fishing nations there by quantity of catch. With the addition of Spain and
Portugal, however, the EC would comprise the region’s second largest foreign fishing group by
volume and the most important by value. . . . The increased EC participation in the region could act
to balance the presence and influence of the Soviet bloc countries.?’

Indeed, the total volume of fish caught by the East bloc in West Africa in 1982
was almost two-thirds of the region’s total fish production as the 1982 data in
table 1 reveal. Although the Soviet Union’s more than 1.844 million metric tons



Political Economy of Euro-African Fishing Agreements 69

of fish caught in Africa in 1982, as in other years, were composed of mostly
smaller low-value pelagic species, when combined with that of other East bloc
nations, their total catch was seen as a serious threat to EU members. According
to table 1, for all the DWFNs only Spain’s catch came anywhere close to that of
the Soviet Union, although it must be added that the Spanish catch was greater in
value because it was made up largely of such high-value fish as tuna, cephalopods,
crustaceans, and hake. The story is equally true of total catch distribution in other
African fisheries. By the late 1980s and early 1990s, the former USSR, Spain,
Japan, and Taiwan were the dominant actors in Africa’s fisheries in the Southeast
Atlantic area, taking together 40.3 percent, 34.6 percent, and 42.9 percent of the
Southeast Atlantic total nominal catch for all nations in 1991, 1990, and 1989,
respectively (see table 2).

The anticommunist rhetoric in the D’Ormesson Report and other similar
documents also disguised the EU’s fears over the enforcement of the 200-mile
offshore limits announced by some West African countries in a region where the
Europeans had traditionally fished without any hindrance.* It also reflected the
concern over their grossly depleted fisheries. For instance, since the 1980s,
Germany, which has a short coastline, has been able to meet only 20 percent of
its local fish consumption requirements, while the other 80 percent is imported,
and demand and consumption have increased with the rise in the incomes of the
general population.!

During the negotiations between the EU and the ACP-associated states at the
Lomé II Convention in 1979, the EU convinced the ACP states to agree to a
multilateral fishing arrangement in which the EU would negotiate as a bloc with
individual ACP states and a fishing quota would be granted to the EU for
allocation to the fishing companies of its members.>

TABLE 1
EAST CENTRAL ATLANTIC AND SOUTHEAST ATLANTIC CATCHES
BY DISTANT WATER FISHING NATIONS, 1982
(In Thousands of Metric Tons)

AFRICAN AREA CATCH

COUNTRY Western Southern TOTAL
USSR 956 888 1,844
Spain 444 208 652
Romania 84 81 165
German Democratic Republic 95 31 126
Poland - 98 98
Republic of Korea 86 - 86
Japan 30 53 83
France 59 - 59
Bulgaria 7 50 57
Portugal 12 13 25
Other _ 4 13 _ 55

Total 1,815 1,435 3,250

SOURCE: Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO), FAO Yearbook of Fishery Statistics, 1982
(Rome: FAO, 1982).
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TABLE 2
NOMINAL CATCHES (TONS) IN SOUTHEAST ATLANTIC: FOREIGN FLAGS

Foreign Flag 1991 % of 1991 1990 % of 1990 1989 % of 1989
Former USSR 394,221 30.0 310,931 21.5 654,283 31.2
Spain 93,103 7.0 142,309 9.8 195,638 9.3
Japan 31,686 2.4 36,344 2.5 41,158 1.9
Taiwan® 11,290 0.9 11,798 0.8 9,454 0.5
Bulgaria 8,513 0.7 8,513 0.6 43,705 2.1
Korea Republic 5,436 0.4 5,984 0.4 2,366 0.1
Portugal 1,200 0.1 1,199 0.1 26,154 1.3
France 1,116 0.1 - - - -
Cuba - 11,766 0.8 29,447 1.4
Germany - 16,123 1.1 28,513 1.4
Israel - 2,875 0.2 6,170 0.3
Italy - - 4,726 0.2
Romania - 11,589 0.8 56,633 2.7
Other 40 _0.0 4 _0.0 -

Total foreign 546,605 41.6 559,435 38.6 1,098,247 52.4
Domestic flags® 767,927 58.4 887,665 61.4 998,102 47.6

Total all nations 1,314,532  100.0 1,447,100 100.0 2,096,349  100.0
SOURCE: Fishing Industry Handbook: South Africa and Namibia 1994 (Stellenbosch, South Africa:
Marine Information cc, 1994), p. 76.

“Listed by the FAO as Other because the United Nations does not recognize Taiwan.

0Of these totals, South African flags caught 37.6, 36.8, and 32.0 percent during the corresponding
years, while Namibians caught 15.6, 17.7, and 10.6 percent. The only other domestic flags were
Angolans, who caught 5.1, 6.8, and 4.9 percent for the corresponding years. St. Helena, the other flag,
took just 0.1 percent of the region’s nominal catch for the three years.

The Content of the Euro-African Fishing Agreements

The first of the Euro-African fishing agreements—often referred to as “first-
generation” agreements—was signed with Senegal in the late 1970s. The tempo
increased radically in the 1980s, and since the 1990s it has become the norm in
the fishing industry for African coastal states to enter into such agreements. (See
table 3 for some of these agreements and the years in which they were signed.)

Despite all official declarations, the aim of these agreements is “primarily to
secure access for EC vessels to fishing grounds lying in the Exclusive Economic
Zones of Coastal ACP countries.”* As noted earlier, the agreements generally
fall into two categories: the “first generation” (from about 1979 1985) and the
most recent ones (since 1985). The first-generation agreements were essentially
“money for access” pacts® that covered (1) the level of fisheries access to be
allowed EU fishermen; (2) the level of financial remuneration to be granted to the
coastal state for this access; and (3) the levels of future access, which were to be
based on the past or existing fishing activities of EU member states’ fleets in the
EEZ of the countries concerned. Very little, however, was done to deal with the
problem of depletion of the fisheries, much less how coastal states could benefit
in other ways in addition to financial compensation.

In response to these kinds of criticisms, the EU in the 1990s introduced a
variety of provisions that, in principle, go beyond commercial fishing and include
other development objectives as well.>® A typical second-generation agreement
would thus include the following:
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TABLE 3
EURO-AFRICAN FISHING AGREEMENTS
Country Date of Initial Agreement Renewals/Remarks
Senegal 1979 1984; 1 May 1990-30 April 1992;

Guinea-Bissau

27 February 1980-1989

16 June 1991-15 June 1993; new
renewal talks broken off 31 March 1995

Guinea

1983-8 July 1989

Equatorial Guinea

1984; 27 June 1986-1992

New protocol 1989

Sao Tomé and Principe | 1983-31 May 1990 1992

Seychelles 1984 1985-1989; 18 January 1990-
17 January 1993

Madagascar 1986-1991 1992

Mozambique 11 December 1986-31 December 1991 Automatic renewal

Mauritania May 1987-30 April 1989 May 1989-30 June 1990

Angola 3 May 1986-2 May 1990 1993

The Gambia 1987-1990

Comoros 1988-1990 + 2 years 1994-1997

Gabon 1988-14 April 1991

Morocco 1988-29 February 1992 1992-1996

Sierra Leone 1990-1992 Signed, but not yet in force

Mauritius 1 December 1990

Tanzania 1990

Namibia 1992 (talks suspended)

SOURCE: Africa Research Bulletin (Economic Series) (various years from 1980 to 1995); Official Journal
of the European Communities (various years from 1980 to 1995); and FAO, Coastal State Requirements
for Foreign Fishing, Legislative Study No. 21, Rev. 4 (Rome: FAO, 1993), pp. 137-246.

NOTE: This table is by no means an exhaustive and up-to-date listing of all the fishing agreements
between the EU and Africa and their renewals. It is intended as an indicator of the trend in the
agreements that now involve almost all coastal African states. The Official Journal of the European
Communities usually contains the full texts of all fishing agreements (and renewals) between the EU

and ACP states.

ecommitment to rational exploitation of the fishery resource;

econtribution to rural and industrial development through local landing of fish
harvests;

eobligation of EU fishing companies to recruit nationals of the African coastal
state as crew members on the fishing vessels;

eprovision of vocational training for nationals of the coastal state to study
different aspects of fisheries in an EU or ACP state;

efunding/financing of scientific and technical programs to improve information
on fishery resources;

epayment of financial compensation by the EU as a bloc to a coastal state for
granting access to EU fishing companies as well as license fees to be charged
for individual EU vessels; and

epenalties for infringement of fishing regulations.

These provisions also contain certain technical measures for monitoring and
controlling fishing activities such as zoning provisions, transshipment regulations,
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obligatory reporting of specifications (e.g., catch statements, etc.), compulsory
inspection provisions, the presence of scientific observers on fishing vessels,
mesh-size regulations for nets, and by-catch regulations. Interestingly, most of
the pacts entrust the enforcement of the agreements to the EU or to the EU fishing
companies eventually awarded the licenses.*

In general, these agreements do not exclude the existence of separate or private
agreements between African and individual European countries alongside the
general ones negotiated by the EU. Also, like most EU “common policies,” their
terms often make exceptions for preexisting Euro-African fishing arrangements.
For instance, there is the Senegal-Spain agreement; the agreements between
Portugal and Angola and Guinea-Bissau; and numerous agreements between
France and some of its former colonies. Theoretically, it would appear that the
“second-generation” agreements are a significant improvement upon the earlier
ones, especially because the role of fisheries in national development is configured
to be more than the production of cash payments. They also appear, at first sight,
to be very comprehensive in their coverage and solid in their foundation. A
careful and more reflective analysis, however, raises some fundamental questions
about the impact of these agreements on the development prospects of the
fisheries sector in Africa and the possibility of achieving sustainable fisheries
development considering the goals of European countries in these agreements.

Euro-African Fishing Agreements: A Preliminary Evaluation

The costs and benefits of these treaties for African countries can be measured
by using the declared objectives of the fishing agreements. They are financial
compensation, rational exploitation of resources, rural and industrial development,
employment and training of local personnel, and funding of scientific and
technical programs. Space limitation precludes an evaluation of every agreement
under the preceding criteria; consequently, this analysis will be limited to the
most important cases as typical of the political economy of Euro-African
international relations.

Financial Compensation. According to the World Bank, the primary objective
of fisheries resource management should be to maximize the amount of rent by
controlling the inputs of capital and labor. Governments should necessarily
receive revenues to cover the costs of management, including those for research
and enforcement of marine policy.? This has become a widespread practice to the
extent that financial compensation for fishing access has become a sine qua non
for state supervision of access and use of these resources. The general economic
decline and poverty in Africa in the last decade, however, have driven this
“financial logic” to its limits in some countries where the state appears simply to
have collected access rent and done little supervision. As table 4 shows, several
countries have received comparatively substantial rents from these agreements.
A more careful analysis of these financial payments, however, shows that the
ratio of the total rent paid by the EU compared to the value of the catches made
by foreign fishing companies weighs heavily against those African countries that
have signed these agreements.
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TABLE 4
TERMS OF EURO-AFRICAN FISHING AGREEMENTS
EU PAYMENTS (US$1,000) MAXIMUM FISHING EFFORT

Vessel Fees  Fishing Capacity Number

(US$/GRT/ Fees (Average of
COUNTRY Annual Other Year)® (US$/Ton) GRT)* Vessels
Senegal 7,600 247 21 18 26,000 -
Guinea-Bissau 1,300 220 97 18 7,000 -
Guinea-Conakry 616 176 97 18 3,000 50
Equatorial Guinea 158 - - 18 - 27
Sdo Tomé 2,430 35 - - - 48
Seychelles 265 - - 18 - 18
Mozambique 4,816 2,128 2,499 -
Tanzania 1,120 706 7,000 54
Céte d’Ivoire 6,720 4,032
Mauritius 448 706
Madagascar 756 392 11,000 27
Mauritania 33,228 - 63

SOURCE: Africa Research Bulletin (Economic Series) (various years from 1980 to 1995).
“GRT = gross registered ton.

A detailed analysis of three African countries—Senegal, Madagascar, and
Seychelles—will amplify the preceding observation (see table 5). Under the
1990-92 EU-Senegal protocol, Senegal received about US $37.5 million from the
EU, including financial compensation of $33.6 million from the EU budget and
a sum of $4.1 million from European shipowners corresponding to a fee of $22.4
per metric ton of tuna fished. The agreement allowed trawlers up to a total
capacity of 30,600 deadweight tons (dwt) to catch the equivalent of $84 million
worth of fish. The total value of fish catch allowed is double the total amount of
rent payable to Senegal from the fishing agreement.

Another example of unequal exchange in these agreements is the three-year
1989-92 agreement between the EU and Madagascar that allowed 45 EU tuna
vessels to operate in Malagasy waters for a maximum catch of 12,000 tons of tuna
per year. In return, for the duration of the accord Madagascar received US $3.5
million, out of which $3.2 million was compensation for fishing rights. According
to areport released by the European Court of Auditors in January 1994, the value
of the total EU fish catch in Malagasy waters was $13.4 million, compared to the
$3.5 million the country earned. One may be tempted to conclude that this country

TABLE 5
FISHERIES RENT AND GDP OF SELECTED AFRICAN COUNTRIES
(In Millions of 1985 U.S. Dollars)

GRross DOMESTIC PRODUCT

COUNTRY 1990 1991 1992 FISHERIES RENT FROM EU
Senegal 3,027 3,058 3,131 37.5
Madagascar 3,273 3,063 3,054 3.5
Seychelles 226 224 227 134

SOURCE: African Development Bank, African Development Report 1993 (Abidjan: African
Development Bank, 1993); and African Business, February 1994.



74 Okechukwu C. Theduru

benefits from the protocol since it apparently receives one-quarter of the value of
the catch as compensation. This figure, however, reflects only the landed or
reported catch, and not the total catch.

For Seychelles, the ratio of rent to total value of fish to be caught by EU
fishermen is even smaller. During the 1990-93 period, it earned about US 13.4
million from its agreement with the EU, out of which $11.1 million was financial
compensation from the EU budget. The reported total fish caught, however, was
estimated at $75 million, which means that Seychelles earned just 18 percent of
the value of the reported catch made in its waters by EU fishing fleets.®

As a percentage of the annual gross domestic products (GDP) of these
countries, the fishing rents are also quite substantial, as may be inferred from
table 5. Nonetheless, the real loss to Africa in this sector does not justify the
fanfare that often heralds the signing of these agreements. In fact, the ratios just
indicated would be much smaller if the actual total catch were landed in the
coastal state or declared by the fishing companies, or if the fish caught by EU-
based poachers were taken into account.

Worse still, some EU fishermen have traditionally overfished with impunity in
some of the region’s fisheries, with the result that most of the fisheries are on the
brink of collapsing. The EU’s response to reduced quotas since the 1990s has
been a marked reduction by the EU of the total compensation package it is willing
to pay to African countries. For instance, under the new agreement between the
EU and Mauritania covering the period from 1 August 1993 to 31 July 1996, the
EU reduced its financial compensation from the US $32.5 million in the preceding
agreement to $29 million because the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) of
Mauritania’s fisheries was revised downward. The same is true of the current EU-
Madagascar agreement, which shows a reduction in its financial compensation to
$2.4 million from $3.2 million owing to a reduction in the MSY of the country’s
tuna catch from 12,000 tons to 9,000 tons. The same fate befell Comoros in early
1995, when the European Parliament reportedly approved the renewal of the
fishing agreement between the EU and the island nation, but reduced the EU’s
financial compensation to Comoros from ECU 900,000 (about $1.02 million) to
ECU 675,000 (about $880,000) over three years. Again, this action was due to a
reduction (from 42 to 37) in the number of fishing vessels authorized to operate
in the Comoros EEZ.** Only Morocco and Senegal, in the whole of Africa, were
able to obtain an upward revision of their rent despite a downward revision of the
total allowable catch (TAC) in their respective fisheries.* Even if one accepts the
suggestion that fishing rents have had a positive impact on the national budgets
of some of Africa’s coastal states, that fact would not invalidate the assertion that
the rents are low relative to the value of the total fish catch. Instead, one can make
a strong case for the claim of continuing undercompensation of African countries
for the fisheries access they have granted to Europeans.

Very often the rents collected do not filter down to the people, especially those
whose livelihood depends on fishing and who have been dislocated in the
aftermath of these agreements, a result discussed later in this study.*! Only a few
countries plow back some of the receipts from this sector into the industry to
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benefit artisanal fishers. In most others, the rent ends up in the central government
treasury, from where it is allocated to more pressing demands such as civil service
pay and food imports that are often used to placate the state’s urban-based
supporters or opponents. The inadequacy and patrimonial appropriation of these
financial compensations were recently denounced by the European Commission,
the executive arm of the EU, which noted that

the existing financial compensation arrangements are little more than institutionalised corruption:
financial compensation per se is seen as the “bribe” to the Ministry of Finance; scientific and
technical cooperation funds are seen as the “bribe” to the Ministry of Fisheries; the bursaries
programme is seen as a “bribe” to all senior Ministers and Officials who can use it to send favoured
friends and relations on all expenses paid training junkets to Europe.*?

Commitment to “Rational Exploitation” of Marine Resources. The propagation
of new management regimes for world fisheries has become common since the
early 1980s. The EU Common Fisheries Policy of 1983, for example, sought to
establish a “maximum sustainable yield” (MSY) by vesting primary responsibility
for the management of fish stocks found in the 200-mile zones of its member
states on the EU.® Consequently, future EU-ACP fishing agreements were
designed such that a “rational exploitation” regime (perhaps a misnomer) was
made part of the pacts. To its credit, this new strategy or its rhetoric has, indeed,
led to a reduction of the “divide-and-conquer” schemes adopted by various
European fishing companies and their national governments shortly after 1960
which exposed the vulnerability of poor African governments but ensured access
to fishery products for Europe. Deliberate efforts to attain sustainable development
of fishery resources have become popular, or, at least, the rhetoric to achieve it
is on the increase.

In reality, however, rational fisheries management regimes—no matter how
ingeniously crafted—have been the most violated and abused parts of the treaty
provisions by both EU-based fishing companies and EU poachers, sometimes
with the connivance of their national governments as well as by fisheries officials
in Africa.

The EU may not be liable for these piratical activities; however, it has the
power and resources to stop them, or to call the pirates to order considering that
it is in its interest to do so. It is difficult to accept that the EU is committed to
managing these resources judiciously and in a sustainable manner. Europe’s
primary motivation appears to be bigger profits from cheap and poached fish, a
course of action that in the long run will hurt the European countries as they
devastate one fishery after another. By easily giving in to pressure from fishing
industry groups, the EU and its member states have clearly been undermining
their treaty commitments to ensure sustainable use and careful management of
those African pelagic fisheries upon which Europeans ironically depend a great
deal.

Rural and Industrial Development through Local Landing of the Fish Catch.
The objective of the landing provisions in the fishing agreements is to ensure a
supply of raw fish to the existing fish-processing factories in Africa and to
encourage the establishment of new ones to process the increased fish landings
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that are expected to arise from the use of more efficient fishing gear. In addition,
local landings can provide an important source of on-shore employment. These
activities could have a ripple effect on the local economy, leading to the
establishment of ancillary industries (e.g., a variety of support services from
vessel chandling and metal working to light electrical engineering) that will also
encourage other backward and forward linkages. Ideally, also, shore-based fish
processing could generate a demand for cans and packing materials, and for
agricultural inputs in the final fish product (e.g., tomatoes); and through certain
input industries for fish processing, it could stimulate new items for export, for
example, canned agricultural products.*

In the last several decades, it must be conceded, there has been considerable
industrial development in some countries, such as Senegal, Mauritania, and
Namibia, whose fishing companies produce for both export and African markets.
Much of this industrialization, however, is weak and for the most part subservient
to the foreign fishing companies’ interests. It is incapable of leading to a sustained
economic and social transformation for the poor, especially for those who depend
on the industry for their livelihood. The factories are often controlled by foreign
owners, and their products often tend to be mostly for an enclave market of a tiny
rich minority of the local middle class. In addition, their modern technologies are
often so labor-saving that they employ few people, despite the fact that these local
fishing communities generally suffer from high rates of unemployment. These
new technologies also tend to disadvantage women, who often dominate the
traditional artisanal fisheries owing to the well-known preference for men by
many African governmental, foreign direct investment, and international
development agencies.* Inappropriate fishing technology defeats its purpose
because the companies’

orientation is towards the use of complementary technology based in the home port in Europe (e.g.,
freezer trawlers serving final product fish processing plants in Europe), which transfers poorly in the
[African] economic context (far away from major markets with little local expertise or detailed
knowledge of overseas market tastes). As a consequence the present pattern of exploitation of
[African] fisheries means the prospects for the development of stronger linkages to the local . . .
economy appear limited.*

Some of the fish landed are intended for the plants that supply the local market,
and since very few of these agreements establish the quality of the fish to be
landed, some of the European fishing companies simply dump their by-catch on
the African countries. Most do not even land these inferior fish unless forced to
do so by their host states.*” Senegal stands out clearly as a beneficiary of on-shore
employment and increased government revenue from local landings, because it
has an established local marketing infrastructure and processing capacity geared
to the export market. This has, in turn, given a great boost to local businesses.*
In most other signatory countries, very little of the anticipated rural industrialization
has materialized, and several fishing villages and fishing ports are still
impoverished. Consequently, even “Mauritania has had problems in setting up
adequate on-shore facilities, particularly in view of its close proximity to Las
Palmas, with which it had to compete. In Guinea-Bissau there has been virtually



Political Economy of Euro-African Fishing Agreements 77

no landings from foreign vessels, because the Guineans cannot afford to keep the
cold stores operating and have insufficiently trained staff.”*

Some fishing companies and the EU have begun to respond to this problem by
encouraging rapid modernization of on-shore equipment and boatbuilding, for
instance, in Mauritania and Senegal, to adapt this production to the needs of
small-scale fishermen. Today, projects for the manufacture of single- or multihull
boats of aluminum or fiberglass are being suggested for replacement and extension
of the existing fleet, which is assumed to be underequipped. Improvements are
also being suggested for modernization of fishing equipment, harbor installations,
and the like.*® Continuing economic crises and the high costs of these “adaptations”
have rendered them too prohibitive for poorer artisans, so that rather than
narrowing the income gap, most of the benefits from the new technologies have
gone to the local entrepreneurs (and the ruling class) who facilitate the investment
of foreign capital, while the artisanal fishers-turned-wage laborers get very little
in return. The increasing proletarianization of artisanal fishers confirms the
position articulated several years ago by Robert E. Johannes, who argued:

As equipment becomes more sophisticated its price ultimately rises beyond the means of the average
fisherman. A new profession, money-lending, materializes to enable him to finance his purchases and
he often falls into debt. Employment opportunities diminish as more efficient modern boats drive out
native craft. . . . It is part of the oft-repeated sequence of events whereby self-sufficient, internally
regulated subsistence economies are converted to money-based economies, governed ultimately by
decisions made in market centers thousands of miles away.>!

Most artisanal fishermen and women in these countries cannot even purchase the
now-outdated fishing equipment, let alone the newer and invariably more expensive
boats being introduced under the scheme just described.

Furthermore, rising costs and depreciating exchange rates have generally
forced some small-scale fishermen to abandon their occupation and to seek
employment in the export industry or to swell the ranks of the increasingly
important informal sector. In Nigeria, for instance, one fishing net cost about
N500in 1992; in 1993 its price had skyrocketed to ¥%3,000. Other difficulties that
have forced many local fishermen to abandon their trade include the perennial
scarcity of petrol; high cost of fishing equipment; and inadequate plans for the
replenishment of the fisheries, which are now exhausted much more readily than
they were before the new technologies were introduced.>

The new technologies have also created discord in fishing communities that
has resulted in conflict between large- and small-scale operators. There have also
been conflicts within small-scale fishing communities between those who have
adopted the technological innovations and those who are unable to do so, all
probably linked to the changed rationality in the organization and management of
this resource. As fishing becomes more lucrative, more and more people have also
been drawn into already overfished coastal waters, leading to increased pressure
on the marine environment and to the harvest of very young and poor-quality fish
that are generally meant for the local market.

Employment and Training of Local Personnel. There are about one million
African fishermen—mainly in Ghana, Egypt, Chad, and Mali—a number that
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leads to overcrowding in fisheries that are not particularly rich. For each 1,000
metric tons of fish produced, there are 1,200 fishermen in Mali; 1,125 in Nigeria;
766 in Mexico; 80 in the United States; 43 in France; and 18 in Norway. Half of
these African fishermen earn their livelihood from continental (coastal) fishing,
and three-quarters are craftsmen.** Industrial fishing, on the other hand, has done
little to encourage employment. Whatever jobs have been created tend to be
concentrated in Morocco, Cote d’Ivoire, Namibia, and Senegal, and many of the
openings are still filled by foreigners. In Morocco, industrial fishing employs
30,000 people in 38 companies and 84 factories. Small-scale fishing accounts for
only 5 percent of Mauritanian total catch landed. In many countries, the fish-
processing industry faces major problems including the high cost of imported
cans and the low quality of oil for preservation. These constraints have made it
uneconomical to employ more workers.>

As noted already, the introduction of advanced technologies has also resulted
in a reduction in employment in the marine sector as subsidized capital replaces
manual labor. This is particularly true of Senegal, where the introduction of new
fishing technologies (subsidized by the EU and the government of Senegal)
caused a severe rural exodus that almost crippled fishing activities in the
Casamance region in the 1980s.% In response to the huge problem created by this
development, the French Development Fund (CFD) in 1986 began to support the
implementation of the projet de développment maritime artisanal (PAMEZ) with
an estimated FFr 101.9 million grant from the French Cooperation Ministry. In
1994, CFD allocated the sum of FFr 8 million to the second phase of PAMEZ,
which focuses on infrastructure and training, all with the objective of remedying
the crisis affecting the fishing sector resulting from the influx of more fishers into
the region. Ultimately, the program seeks to create a fishing policy that is
compatible with sustainable development of Senegal’s fishery resources.*

The results of some of the training provisions of the fishing agreements have
also not been encouraging. For instance, in Mauritania, instead of taking on board
a “shadow” Mauritanian trainee crew,

the EC boats en masse paid the Mauritanian trainees to stay on land. Eventually, the training
provisions . .. became little more than a social welfare scheme for those lucky enough to benefit from
being granted a place on the scheme.

While this may be an extreme example of the inadequacy of on-board training provisions, it is
broadly replicated in other [African] states. Where trainees are taken on board often no vocational
training actually takes place with the trainees being used only for menial work (deck cleaning, kitchen
hand work, etc.).”’

It is even worse with training undertaken in European-based training institutes.
The experience of some Namibian Sea Fisheries inspectors who were on a six-
month training program in Europe in 1993 is a clear example of the lack of
European commitment to these treaty provisions. According to one report on
Namibians who were frustrated with their training in Europe:

The inspectors who had been on this course. . . . expressed doubts about its value in providing them

with the necessary training to do an inspection job. The course had comprised 3 months of Italian
language training and 3 months of marine training which in the words of one inspector was “teaching
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people how to become an Italian fisherman.” It was felt that very little was transferred or even
available on: surveillance techniques; catch report mechanism; the monitoring and protection of
resources; or the specific characteristics of Namibia’s fishery. The over-riding impression which the
trainee inspectors gained was that given the size of the fish being landed in Europe, the EC fisheries
conservation policy was not to be emulated.>®

Because of the repeated frustration and abuse they received at the hands of their
Italian “teachers,” the Namibian trainee inspectors refused to go back for the one-
year course, which, as it was an integral part of the EU-financed training program,
a number of the inspectors had planned to undertake in order to acquire the skills
to teach other inspectors.

Funding for Scientific and Technical Programs. According to one review of
the technical provisions of the fishing agreements whose objective is to support
African countries in the monitoring and control of fishing activities, these
provisions “are little more than minimum level compromises designed to place
little or no constraints on the fishing activities of EC vessels legally allowed
access.”® In addition, the scientific and technical programs tend to emphasize the
needs of European industrial fishing companies rather than the needs of the over
one million African fishermen and women.

Overall, one cannot deny that some changes have been made in the wording of
the Euro-African fishing agreements. In reality, however, few changes have
occurred in European attitudes and perceptions about Africa’s fisheries. Except
for some very conscientious governments, mainly Namibia and Senegal, many
other African states appear to be content with the minimal rents and license fees
they now receive. Some have even turned the supervision of the fisheries sector
and the award of licenses into another opportunity for political patronage and
personal/sectional aggrandizement.®

Suggestions for Sustainable Management of Africa’s Fisheries

In this section, a number of policy options that could help to stem the
dangerous trends identified in the preceding section will be discussed. None of
the policy options can independently arrest the deterioration of African fisheries;
success can only come if the alternative policies are seen as mutually reinforcing
of one another.

Limiting Access to the Resources. One strategy that should be tried is the
introduction of a form of long-term exclusive use rights that would limit access
to the fishery resources and replace the present system in which the DWFNs are
subsidized (by allowing them to pay extremely low rents) to overfish the existing
stocks. Indeed, it has been suggested that “only when fishermen believe that they
are assured a long-term and exclusive right to a fishery are they likely to manage
it in the same far-sighted way as good farmers manage their land.”® It is possible
that this strategy could lead to a situation where administrative allocation of
exclusive use rights benefits one set of users at the expense of another set,
especially since the decision on the allocation of use rights—essentially a
distribution of wealth—would generally have to be made at a political level. In
other words, the potential for patrimonialism decried earlier could increase.
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Another potential difficulty would be how to determine where the management
functions could be best fulfilled and what the role of government should be
relative to that of the fishers as a group. Finally, access controls could have short-
term effects on employment; in the long-term, however, controlling access would
increase net economic revenues, which could be invested in other employment-
generating activities.®? These problems notwithstanding, one could argue that
justice or equity may not be the main concerns in choosing the optimal strategy
that would ultimately lead to sustainable development of the fisheries in the
interest of the majority of African peoples. The primary consideration should be
the stemming of the catastrophe that has already set in.

A second option under this approach would be theadoption of more innovative
management measures. This option requires an increased understanding of
biological resources in the context of their environment. Second, it requires that
more attention be given to the social and economic factors governing the behavior
and strategies of those using the resources. Such new management regimes
should in the long run direct Africa’s fisheries development toward the growth of
the local market, which requires support for the craft-fishing sector, substitution
of local for foreign fleets, adding value to fish products, and providing efficient
distribution systems.

In countries like Namibia, where some of their fish stocks tend to stay put (as
opposed to the migratory or transboundary species), exclusive rights could be
allocated through auctioning off chunks of the seabed. This is similar to the
exclusive rights granted to oil prospecting companies to drill for oil. There has
also been some suggestion that individual quotas—sometimes called individual
transferable quotas (ITQs)—could be set, and fishermen would be allowed to
trade them, with the possibility that some could actually cash in the quotas and
leave the sea. These approaches would tend to make fishermen act like owners
and not like hunters. “They [would] voluntarily [help] to finance the policing of
valuable inshore . . . fisheries.”®?

Increase in Fines. A second major change in strategy would be to increase the
amount of fines imposed on all those who violate sustainable fisheries management
regimes. The present practice of imposing fines that are less than a tenth of the
value of total fish caught by poachers or those who ignore regulations sends a
negative message to these fishermen and their sponsors. As some have recently
suggested: “Fishermen should pay society for the privilege of catching fish, not
vice versa. In fact few governments charge even foreign fishermen for the right
to fish in their waters, and those that do set the price too low: typically, around
5% of the value of the catch.”®* Revenue from the increase in fines should
facilitate the state’s role in preventing or curtailing poaching and in ensuring a
sensible husbandry of the resources.

Improvement in Enforcement Capabilities. The difficulty with effective and
efficient management of resources does not result from fishermen’s stupidity, but
from the inherent incentives in extant management regimes to overfish. Merely
introducing legislation will be met with attempts by fishermen to twist the rules
or cheat as the example of the activities of Spanish fishing companies in
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Moroccan waters clearly demonstrates.> This is why an improvement in
enforcement capabilities has become imperative for African fisheries managers.
According to one observer, “If regulation is to work, it must be supported by
effective surveillance and heavy penalties.”* One approach is to equip surveillance
ships with electronic sensors and signals to detect illegal fishing activities. There
must also be increased monitoring of fishing vessels by satellite to check their
location and routes. More better-trained and well-remunerated inspectors should
be positioned both on shipboard and on shore to check on the excesses of the
European fishing companies. A team to observe the inspectors themselves would
also not be a bad idea.

Some governments could point to a lack of the facilities and resources
necessary to strictly enforce their fishing laws. This is a valid argument, as the
experience of four West African countries in 1993 shows. From August to
December of that year, Lux Development, a Luxemburg-based company, with
assistance from the World Bank, embarked on a regional aerial surveillance of
fishing in the territorial waters of Sierra Leone, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, and The
Gambia. The exercise identified the number of vessels fishing in the region,
where exactly they fished, how many were licensed vessels (according to
information from the countries), and how many were pirate vessels plundering
the wealth of the defenseless countries. Through sophisticated aerial photographs
and other means Lux Development hoped to establish a data base (the first in the
region’s history) that would be compiled into a book for the recipient countries
and international donor countries. For 800 hours at US $1,500 per hour, this
operation cost a total of $1.2 million, an amount these countries could hardly
afford individually, since they faced other, more pressing demands on their scarce
resources.®’

On the other hand, a budgetary-constraints argument has often been used by
the political and administrative classes to cover up their lack of political will to
effectively enforce national and international fishing legislation. It may also be
an attempt to hide the fact that state officials are often part of the problem. World
Bank fisheries adviser Edouardo Loayza, speaking at the Third Fisheries
Development Donor Consultation meeting in Paris in 1994, observed that top
government officials in West Africa collaborate with shipowners to defraud their
motherland. More bluntly, he stated, “We have seen how the navy becomes a part
of the corrupt team that receives hard currency and turns a blind eye to the looting
of their nation’s wealth.”®

Namibia’s experience since it attained independence in 1990, however, attests
to the fact that African countries are able to effectively enforce these laws. After
the declaration of a 200-mile EEZ and a temporary halting of fishing activities
shortly after independence, Namibia in 1991 began a new but controlled expansion
of its fishing activities. The new government quickly established and enforced
fishing quotas—total allowable catches (TACs)—that have resulted in the
replenishment of its fish stocks, which had been seriously depleted during South
Africa’s colonialism in the country. This policy has been largely successful. For
instance, the TAC for hake has since been increased from 60,000 metric tons (mt)
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in 1990 and 1991 to 90,000 mt for 1992 and 120,000 mt for 1993. The pilchard
TAC has seen a similar development, going from 40,000 mt in 1990 to 60,000 mt
in 1991, 90,000 mt in 1992, and 115,000 mt in 1993.

There were other significant improvements in terms of employment, revenue,
and backward and forward linkages. The government has also indicated that it
will “maintain the adopted policy and [will] continue conservation pressure in
order to ensure further growth with the objective of achieving maximum sustainable
yields (MSYs).”® There have been corresponding increases in the amount of
revenue accruing to the state from the fishing sector. In 1991, for instance, the
total landed value of Namibia’s fish was estimated at about R600 (US$240)
million; by 1994, its value had already exceeded N$1 billion (US $400 million),
a total originally expected only by the year 2000. Revenue earned by the
government from licenses alone was R150 million in 1991 and is expected to
grow to R250 million in ten years’ time—an amount equivalent to about 2.5
percent of Namibia’s GDP in 1993.7° By 1994, the value of fisheries exports had
grown to more than N$900 million per year, accounting for 27.7 percent of total
merchandise exports in 1994 (5.3 percent in 1989). Employment in the industry
has doubled from 6,000 at independence to some 12,000 in 1994 and itis expected
to increase to more than 15,000 in the next 5 to 8 years. Not surprisingly, the
fisheries contribution to the country’s gross domestic product (GDP) almost
doubled from 3.9 percent in 1991 to 7.6 percent in 1994.”" All this was achieved
with the help of foreign donors, of course; but the bulk of the job was done by a
fledgling marine fisheries bureaucracy in a new nation. Many African countries
with very rich marine fisheries such as Ghana, Nigeria, the Céte d’Ivoire,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Guinea Bissau, and Mozambique could attain a similar
level of success, regardless of their human and financial limitations, if the
political authorities were willing to enforce their laws.”

Diversification of Fishing-Agreements Partners and Privatization. More options
might be available if the coastal states entered into and/or strengthened fishing
agreements, partnerships, and joint ventures on an equal footing not only with
Europeans, but also with high fish consumer countries such as Japan, South
Korea, and Russia. Also, since the bureaucracy in Africa often tends to be
politicized, partnerships and joint ventures often turn into opportunities for
patronage and personal enrichment. Hence, there is an urgent need to allow more
indigenous private sector initiatives in these agreements and joint ventures/
partnerships. The ideal developmental state would therefore facilitate the
enforcement of such agreements by setting standards of productivity by which
government and foreign donors’ support for indigenous operators can be
determined. Namibia’s celebrated success did not arise through state ownership
of fishing enterprises, but through effective governance and the creation of an
enabling environment for the private sector to manage the industry.” No matter
how ingenious new fishery management strategies are, their implementation will
be obviated so long as the state continues to participate in this sector as an
entrepreneur acting against the interests of indigenous fishing companies.

Marine Regionalism. Finally, the implementation of some of the preceding
recommendations would impose a tremendous burden on many African countries
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whose fishery reserves may not be rich enough to warrant such huge investments.
Besides, since most of the countries have short coastlines and rather limited
territorial waters, it might not be cost-efficient to install such expensive security
gadgets only to see them lying idle or underutilized. The proximity of the coastal
states to one another could also mean that the efforts of neighboring countries
would duplicate each other and waste scarce resources. One oft-repeated solution
to these problems would be to adopt marine regionalism and harmonization of
fishing policies, just as the European Union adopted a common fishing policy in
1983. In addition to resolving the problems just identified, marine regionalism
would give African countries the balance of bargaining power when they entered
into fishing agreements with DWFNss, and especially with the EU. Individually,
there is very little these countries could do to obtain advantageous agreements
since they know that the European nations and other DWFNs could enter into
similar fishing agreements with other ever-ready countries in the region.
Collectively, however, they could present a united front and extract not only more
benefits from the agreements but also more compliance with their marine
resource regulations. Such collaboration would greatly help them to achieve
optimal management of their fishery resources.

Under the auspices and the encouragement of the EU, a ministerial-level
conference held in Libreville, Gabon, in November 1983 discussed the
establishment of a regional fisheries organization for the countries along the Gulf
of Guinea. Participants agreed to harmonize their national fishing regulations and
management as well as fishing operations. They also agreed to establish a marine
fisheries research center, a regional school for marine fisheries, and an artisanal
fishing center with an ice plant and a repair shop for small-boat motors. These
proposals never got off the ground; instead, most of the countries in the region
have established some of the listed facilities, which have become either
underutilized, underfunded, or grossly mismanaged. Ironically, most of the
“national projects” were funded by the same foreign governments and multilateral
lending institutions that have always recommended regional cooperation and
harmonization of policies to African countries.™ Like other attempts at functional
regionalism in Africa, marine regionalism continues to be as much a recurring
theme of resolutions and declarations as it has been an elusive goal.

Often those states that have richer fisheries are able to strike harder bargains,
whether with fellow Africans or with outsiders, and thus to gain a larger share of
the benefits for themselves. This fact gives them less incentive to cooperate and
harmonize their policies with other African states, and they undertake to do so
only incidentally, when they see such actions as serving their interests.” This
approach cannot continue for much longer since the potential benefits of
cooperation are great. For verification one has only to look at the prosperity of the
South Pacific states and of other places that have developed marine regionalism
based essentially on the harmonization of access regimes and the formulation of
regionwide access fisheries.

A step in the right direction to curtail this lack of regional cooperation was
recently taken by the Southern African Development Community (SADC) when
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it established a Marine Fisheries Co-ordinating Unit in Windhoek, Namibia. One
proposal it adopted to advance member states’ subregional integration agenda in
this sector is the organization of regional trade fairs to bring together small- and
large-scale fishing companies in southern Africa for the purpose of encouraging
and facilitating technical cooperation, technology transfer, trade, joint ventures,
training, and development of regional approaches to fisheries management and
fish development.” Other subregional groupings could adopt similar measures
not only for political advantage but also for economies of scale in terms of
enforcement of fishing regulations.

Efforts must also be made to create subregional organizations ofprivate sector
interests who could invest in shipbuilding, fishing, repair, and processing. If
locally determined technological needs are provided for, these private sector
interests would be in a better position to solve the problem of inadequate transfer
of technology from the DWFNs. Besides, regional groupings spearheaded by the
private sector, but supported by African governments, could establish new and/
orrehabilitate existing marine fisheries training institutes, marketing organizations,
and management forums to eliminate the perpetuation of dependency that the
Euro-African shipping agreements appear to have foisted on Africa.

Summary and Conclusions

This study has argued that the basic premise of the Euro-African fishing
agreements since the late 1970s—a premise focusing on the availability of cheap
fish for Europe and access rent for African coastal states—does not encourage the
sustainable development and management of the region’s fisheries. The
convergence of domestic and foreign institutional and class interests in the
accumulation process in the industry has undermined the efficacy of these
agreements (except in a few countries) as a commendable development strategy.
Specifically, an analysis of the most important fishing agreements revealed that
they have resulted in a further widening of income gaps; personal enrichment of
facilitators of foreign capital investment and public officials; and greater
marginalization for local fishermen and women, particularly in the artisanal
fisheries. Most of the benefits have also tended to flow to EU-based fishing
companies, while inadequate enforcement of regulations has given rise to an
alarming increase in illegal fishing activities.

The study therefore suggested several options for better development and
management of the region’s fisheries. These include long-term exclusive use
rights, stiffening of fines and other punishments for piracy and willful violation
of fishing and conservation regulations, improved enforcement capabilities,
diversification of agreement partners, divestiture of state fishing activities, and
renewed efforts for the creation of an indigenous private sector-led marine
regionalism. Namibia, which has experienced notable success in the management
of its fisheries resources since its independence in 1990, was discussed as a model
worthy of emulation by other African coastal states, despite all the financial and
human-resource constraints they will confront in the process.
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